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ABSTRACT

This paper presents the final report of the discussion at the second
SRI/SSC-IMEMO-IUSAC Joint Symposium on U.S./USSR Strategic and Economic
Issues held in Moscow on 24-27 September 1974, The first two sections
cover the background and objectives of the symposium and the ground rules
for dialogue that were established. A summary of discussion is then
presented followed by a description of agreements reached on the continuation
of the dialogue to include joint research projects and symposia. Appendices
enumerate the partic pants in and agenda of the symposium, research proposals
stemming from the discussion, trip reports of the participants and other
material related to the second symposium and the planning of the third

symposium,

This report is intended as a factual record of the Strategic Studich
Center's participation in the dialoguve, and no attempt is made here at a
thorough analysis of the issues w.der consideration. A more extensive
analysis of Soviet research institutes has been published, as "The Role
of Souial Science Research Institutes in the Formulation ;nd Execution:
of Soviet Foreign Policy," SSC-TN-2625~17, dated March 1976.
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FOREWORD

This report, being published in September 1976, represents the final
version of the review draft prepared in April 1975, While the discussions
presented here were succeeded by the Third Symposium in Menlo Park,
California in June 1975, this volume retains its value and is therefore

presented in its entirety,

The first joint symposium of the Strategic Studies Center of Stanford
Research Institute and the Institute for the World Economy and Internaticnal
Relations (IMEMO) and the Institute for the USA and Canada (IUSAC) of the
Academy of Sciences of the USSR was held in Washington, D.C. in April 1973.
Due to the satisfaction of the participants with the constrdyctive nature of
discussion at the symposium and the continuing need for a research dialogue
on the strategic and economic issues in relations between the United States
and the USSR, the second symposium was planned and held in Moscow on 24-27
September 1974, The dialogue was aimed at increasing understanding of key

issues rather than advocacy of positions.

Publication of this report was deferred for two reasons: first, per
the request of the sponsors, ARPA, OSD/ISA and the State Department, the
primary substantive yepert on the symposium was handled via two interagency
briefings by the participants on Octaber 18, 1974; second, we had an
agreement with IMEMO and IUSAC that they would prcvide us with tapes of the
symposium. We had anticipated receiving these tapes by late December or
early January and had hoped to use the tapes to wverify the notes taken
during the symposium, The tapes have never been received. We have,
therefore, decided tg proceed with the report based on a compilation of
participants' notes. Information cut-off date for this TN is April 1975.

3
~

A more extensive analysis of Soviet research institutes has been published,
as ""The Role of Social Science Research Institutes in the Formulation and
Execution of Soviet Foreign Policy, "SSC-TN-2625-17, dated March 1976.
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The participants would like to thank the following individuals for

their assistance in preparations for the symposium and their support of

the effort: The Hon., Robert Ellsworth, Dr. Stephen J. Lukasik, Mr. William

C. Hyland, Lt. Gen. Daniel 0. Graham, MG W, Y. Smith, Mr. Alex Akalovsky,

Mr. Michael Joyce, Mr. Kenneth Kerst, Mr. Gerald Sullivan and Ms, Sheila
Buckley.

Richard B. Foster
Director
Strategic Studies Center
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I BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVE

The first joint symposium of SRI's Strategic Studies Center and the
Soviet Academy of Sciences Institute for the World Economy and Interna-
tional Relations (IMEMO) and Institute for the Study of the USA (IUSA)
grew out of discussions between Richard B. Foster, Director of the SSC,
and members of the Soviet research institutes during his spring 1972
visit to the Soviet Union as a guest of Academician N. N. Inozemtsev,
Director of IMEMO. The symposium was scheduled for April 1973, in recog-
nition of the desire on both sides to establish a research dialogue in
order to systematize exchanges wiilch had formerly been limited to valuable,

but sporadic, personal contacts between scholars.

After evaluating the exchange during the first symposium in light of
the stated objective, to improve mutual understanding of factors influenc~
ing the formulation of policy and the problems and prospects of U.S./USSR
relations, it was agreed that a second joint symposium would be held in
Moscow in September 1974. As in the first symposium, U.S. participants
included specialists from private research organizations and a number of
universities. In additicn several observers from U.S, government depart-
ments and the U.S. Embassy in Moscow were in attendance. Soviet partici-
pants were drawn from the staff of the two institutes and Soviet government
observers were also to be present. Lists of the participants appear in

Appendices A and B of this paper.

The symposium addressed the economic- and political/military~ strate-
gic issues facing the United States and USSR in detente and prospective
areas for possible joint and parallel research. A summary of the discus-
sions is presented in Section IIL and problem statements on joint and

parallel research projects in Appendices D and ¥ of this technical note.




Following the conclusion of the formal symposium, the U.S. partici-
1 pants who were able to extend their stay in the Soviet Union traveled

5 to Estonia to become acquainted with the operations of the Academy of

Sciences of that republic. Institutions visited included educational

and research facilities. The itinerary and symposium schedule are in-~

cluded in Appendix C. On returning to Moscow, the delegation had further

discussions on research items arising from the symposium and extended a

formal invitation to the Soviet institutes to participate in a third joint

symposium in the summer of 1975 at SRI's main facilities in Menlo Park,

California. Agreements regarding the continuation of the dialogue are

the subject of Section III of this paper.,
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II GROUND RULES FOR THL DIALOGUE-~SECOND SYMPOSIUM

The ground rules for the dialogue were those adopted for the first

joint symposium as a result of R. B. Foster's discussions with represent-
atives of the two Soviet research institutes.

1. The starting point for the discussions would be the text
of the "#asic Principles of Relations Between the United
States of America and the Union of the Soviet Socialist
Republics" signed in Moscow on 29 May 1972 by President
Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev.

2.

It was assumed there would be no socioeconomic conver-
gence of the two societies within the foreseeable future.

3. Each side would assume that the other knows its own
national interests. Therefore, each side would re-

frain from lecturing the other on what its interests
should be.

4, The period of interest covered would be the next twenty
years.

5. Since the discussions would be held at a serious level
on sensitive and important issues, each side would re-
frain from using the symposium as a forum for propaganda,

To encourage an atmosphere of complete freedom of exchange
and candor, there would be no direct quotation of partici-
pants and the papers or discussion materials would not be
published for general, widespread distribution.

e ev—
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IIY SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION AT THE SYMPOSIUM

This section summarizes the major points in the discussion at the
symposium, The tapes of tue discussion not yet available, the summary
relies on longhand notes taken by SRI staff members. The main areas of
discussion were an evaluation of the present stage of detente, military
strateyic doctrine, SALT and MFR, military budget limitations, regional
concerns, and ecoromic issues ranging from trade negotiations to inflation
in the West., 1t may be noted that the economic summary seems more concise
because discussion was conducted in English at the separate economics ses-
sion, As a means of communicating ideas, this procedure proved superior
to the cumbersome method of simultaneous translation which reliss on the

abilities of tramslators rather than speakers.

Peaceful Coexistence--Detente--Collective Security

1. Soviet and U.S. participants began with assessments of the cur-

rent stage of detente:

USSR: Detente i, a process of gradual relaxation and
replacement of confrontation with cooperation between
the United States and the USSR, not a final goal, but
a process of transition from cold war to stable peace.
Detence is not the convergence of the systems but is
the recognition by both sides of a communality of in-
terests: the abolition of the d.uger of war, espe-
cially nuclear war; the ending of the arms race; the
strengthening of the U.N.,, etc: There are already
positive results: the slowing of the arms race, the
broadening ¢f business cuntacts, the exchange of infor-
mation, the rejection of cold war psychology and the

expansion of the principle of peaceful coexistence, the

'5 ' JV“Wﬂ”hﬂmﬁbﬁﬁﬁwﬁﬁm




convening of the CSCE as a model for a global principle,
and increasing cooperation in nonmilitary spheres. At
this stage the problems to be addressed are the alterna-
tives for the strategic balance--to coutinue the balance
keeping in mind the multipolar process in the world or
lower the strategic balance but continue the balance of
security, that is, make a system of international secu-
rity--and the nead for a joint approach to the control
of crises--in the Middle East, the consequences of thé

energy crisie on the world economy.

U.S.: Detente proceeds from tie principle of mutually
assured survival and does not consist exclugively in
the prevention of nuclear war., Detente is a series of
stages and we are in a limited stage. The business of
this stage is in the strategic field, but a degree of
stabilization has not been achieved.
2. Soviet speakers declared that we must replace the parity of forces
by a system of collective security. The reply was that Soviet literature
speaks of the correlation of forces shifting in favor of the socialist camp--~
how can this be reconciled with collective security? The Soviet rejoinder:
we believe the current period is a transition to sor 1lism but reject a

military solution. We want peaceful coexistence.

3. An American analyst asked what is the alternative to balance of
forces as a basis for international security? The Soviet reply was that
so far we have nothing better than deterrence-intimidation and fear. We

must scarch for something Letter or the world is doomed to collecting
armed forces.,

4, U.S. speakers noted ‘that detente is in trouble at home because
Americans feel that the USSR regards detente as a tactical device to gain
advantage citing (a) Soviet claifns of a shift in the correlation of forces,

(b) the grain deal, (c) the growth of Soviet military and naval forces,

- =




(53

. o

conventional as well as nuclear, (d) Soviet exhortation to the Arabs in
October 1973 to embarge oil, withdraw holdings from Western banks, etc.

In response, the Soviets called detente not a tactical device, but a long-
range politlcal line for the USSR. They maintained that the USSR's goals
in detente are clearly stated in the Peace Program of the 24th Congress of

the CPSU. The United States, however, they noted, has no such program.

Military Stratepgic Doctrine (Schlesinger Options)

1. The notion of parity of forces was called into questisn by a num-
ber of the Soviet oa:lysts. The existence of '"monadequate pari:y" was put
forth, The U.S. concept of parity as a basis for equal security was deemed

nonadequate in four respects:

a, The sum of strategic ideas and technological pro-
grams dubbed "the Schlesinger doctrine' makes more
acceptable a unilateral use of nuclear weapons at
levels lowexr than general war. How is one to deter-
wine if a scrike is limited oxr the first wave of
all~out destruction?

b. Qualitative parameters of strategic nuclear weapons
are to be upset by the United States remaining one
cyzle ahead.

¢. There is au attempt to achieve technical superiority
in nuclear weapons.,

d. There is an attempt to achieve superiority in the
deployment of nuclear weapons,

This is an attempt to involve the USSR in a new arms race.

2. U.8. speakers replied that the Schlesinger doctrine is still under
debate and the matter is influenced by what ia written in the USSR. This
is an era of transition to & new international politics--nuclear and poli-
tical equality on one hand or new technology on the other. Nuclear weapons
opened up the dialectic opportunity to transform international politics.
Limited use of strategic nuclear forces makes it safe¢ for large-scale re-
gional wars, Eliminate nuclear wearons and we are back where we started
from. We have reciprocal fears; first it was surprise attack, then pre-
emptive attack, and now it is fear of limited nuclear war. We need to
erect models.

e 7 R et D ey




3. The Soviet reply was that they have no doctrine for limited
counterforce strikes ir nuclear war--worldwide, not limited, strategic

war 1s the essence of Soviet doctrine. The doctrine of limited local

nuclear war has two goals: (a) to intimidate the Soviet Union and here

it fails, and (b) internally to create the impression that it will not

race. Moreover, more objectives require more missiles. The program

of the 80s 1s the problem that arouses Soviet anxiety,

t

!

|

1

t
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I lcad co mutual des.rucvion—-to create the preconditions for a new arms
}

1

¥ will be Tridents, the B-]. mininukes,

Tte new cycle

The United States and the USSR

have achieved a balance of forces up to 1977. The United States has

1 advantages in location and accuracy; accuracy compensates for megaton-
1
]

nage. But the tendency is clear~-improvement of missile forces.

. The discussion of the Sculesinger doctrine provoked a great deal
-+ of comment from the Soviet participants throughout the symposium.
i

A number
of these comments are presented here:

e "The discussion of flexible use of strategic armaments

is for the purpose of gaining an advantage at [SALT]
negotiaticns."

"If the only purpose of detente were to prevent nuclear
war, thei, rules of civilized warfare could be worked out."

"The Schlesinger doctrine seeks to broaden opportunities
but to avoid genmeral war, to make nuclear war respectable

at levels lower than general conflict, lower than general
L
war.

"At lesser levels there are opportunities, the United

States seeks them. The United States wants victory and
not deterrence."

"The Schlesinger doctrine has two goals: (1) intimida-

tion, and (2) to create the impression internally that
it will not lead to mutual destruction."

e '"The Schlesinger doctrine is an attempt to achieve a new
result through exact technology. This could cause a
spiral in the arms race which would be contrary to SALT."

L ]

"It would stimulate a qualitative arms race since it

reinforces the idea that limited use could bring some
political advantage."

“d




v "The Schlesinger doctrine is a kind of duel. It is a
duel with pistols aimed only at the right hand and not
at the heart. But talks at this seminar do not reach
the cars of those who know where the missiles are ained.
They will not alm at the right hand. They will aim at
the heart."

e "Soviet doctrine is for worldwide war, not limited stra-
tegic war."

e "Flexibility, according to Schlesinger, will decrease
the danger of all-out nuclear war. But it may have just
the opposite effect.”

o "Soviet scilencists are very worried about this new doc-
trine of launching a few strikes against some objectives.
Why exact strikes? 5 or 10 would not weaken us. Why
surgical strikes? No harm if 5 or 6 military objectives
were hit,"

o "If the Schlesinger doctrine will help avoid war, then
does he think that the Soviet Union must accept such a
doctrine and have its own selective destruction doctrine?”

o '"Suppose there were a limited number of Soviet strikes.
What would the U.S. reaction be?"

e "If a few bombs were dropped, would the response be rational?
Ko escalation?"

e "It would be hard to reach a conclusion whether the strike
was limited or not."

3 "The primary anxiety of the USSR is that the United States

is trying to secure some advantage in strategic systems in
the 40s."

e '"Soviet weapons, that is the true goal, the hidden goal
is to have counterforce capability, to make it a first
strike, to disarm the other side."

e "No matter how disguised it is, it is first strike."

1. The Soviet speakers urged that the possibility of maximum restraint
in the unfolding of new systems be a prerequisite for reaching a SALT LL
agreement. The central task, they maintained, is to limit strategic arma-
ments, but urged that viewpoints be exchanged on conventional weapons in
Central Europe, the banning of all underground nuclear tests, the withdrawal
of nuclear weapons from the Mediterranean, the broadening of the sphere of

arms limitation, and the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.




2. VWhile the Soviet participants defined the main task of negotia-
tlons as achieving balance, U.S, participants felt that they should include
greater political content at an international security level, that economic
cooperation and milltury force negotlations are closely linked, and that the

¢raditional Soviet policy of secrecy hampers these negotiations.

3. The Soviet opinion was that the use of exact consideration of tech-
nology is counterproductive in SALT and will not yield any results, and dis~
agreement was expressed with the notion that the trade-off was between quantity
and quality in which the United States suffered. Attempts by the United States
to impose a model which will require change in principles of development only

& i e e
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for the USSR will be rejected as unrealistic. The solution is political
rather than technological.

Military Budget Limitation

1. It was maintained by Soviet participants that military budget cuts
of 10 percent could be accomplished without intensive study of the content
of the cut because 10 percent is not a major consideration from an economic

standpoint, but would have considerable political impact.

2. In responsec to U.S. assertions that the USSR does not publish
sufficlent data on military budgets to permit a calculation of equitable
limitations, Soviet speakers offered the explanation that the Soviet Union
still suffers from an invasion psychology and the insecurity that U.S.
monopoly of nuclear weapous produced. They said that this insistence on
secrecy will diminish as trust grows. U.S. propagandists, they charged,

take advantage of the secrecy to distort the truth about the USSR's acti-~
vities.

10
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Regional Concerns

Middle East

1. Soviet participants rejected the extremist Palestinilan poslition,
Rather than establishing another state in Israel, the Palestinlfans should
be established on territory evacuated by Israel. Moderate forces would

asgume responsible positions and will accept Israel.

2. U.S. speakers elaborated the difficult situation Israel faces, the
unacceptability of great power guarantees, and the requirement for meaning-
ful negotiation prior to the return of territory. Soviet speakers reiterated
the urgent need for a politicél settlement in light of accelerated arms de-

liveries and the threat of nuclear confrontation.

China

1. A disintegration of Soviet~American relations, Soviet participants
emphasized, would make the PRC more adventurous. The United States, they

felt, has a stronger influence over the thinking of the Chinese political
leadexship than the USSR,

2. U.S. participants expressed doubt that U.S. influence could cause
the Chinese to accept a second-rate status. Soviet speakers felt that a

second-rate status is the most the Chinese could hope for given the limits
of their economic base.

3. The Soviets assessed current Sino-Soviet difficulties as the re-
sult of internal Chinese instability and sece a rapprochement with the suc~

cession of new leadership. They minimized the role China plays in the
Middle East.

11
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Economlc ILssues

| 1. Tha Soviet ecconomists were concerned that imbalance in trade with
i the United States is too large--due in part to lack of MFN status. Other

} trade partners will be angered if the USSR maintains surpluses with them
i
i

in order to cover imports from the United States.

2. The U.S. concern for military use of transferred technology was

! described by the Soviet participants as merely a resulf of current condi-
} tions of relations between two nations and should be abandoned in favor of
l

trust--that is, abandon the policy of '"technological imperialism" which is
a remnant of economic warfare of cold-war days.

3. U.S. participants replied to questions about the feasibility of

Project Independence that 100 percent independence in energy would be too

4, Soviet participants wondered about the basis for U.S. fears of

becoming dependent on import of energy from the USSR, They maintained that

the size of the economies relative to the size of trade precludes dependency,

|
J
i
‘ costly, but that the United States will most likely move in that direction.
|
!
i
{
; moreover, that the USSR is already a reliable supplier of manganese, etc.
l
{
{

5. Concerning Shashin's statement on discontinued interest in joint

development of oil reserves, the Soviet side called it a misquote, not an

official policy statement, but did admit concerr in the USSR about exporting

nonreproducable natural resources. They said the outlook for an exportable

surplus was better for natural gas than for oil.

6. The Soviet economists stated that the USSR's intention to engage
in broad economic relations with the world has been made very clear and is
not similar to the policy of the thirties which was necessitated by the in-
ternational situation which faced the Soviet Union.

Progress in sclence
and technology necessitates interdependence and the policy now is to par-
|

i ticipate actively in the world division of labor.

They declined to fore-
cast the dimensions of the policy, however, because the plans are not yet
completed.
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7. On cradits to the USSR, the Soviet economists commented that long-
range development projects require Western credits and since high interest
rates are a policy instrument to fight Inflation, which is no fault of the
USSR, they should not be subject to them. The U.S. economists replied with
an explanation of the function of interest in the money market and added that
extending credits for long-term development projects amounts to asking the
United States to invest in the Soviet economy and share the risks of resource
development. This was not, replied the Soviet participants, an investment,
but rather a joint venture of great benefit to both partners and an object

of large investment on the Soviet Union's part in a ratio of about 2 to 1.

8. A truly positive indication of the Soviet Union's commitment to
economic interdependence, U.S. economists maintained, would be a closer
linking of internal prices with world prices which would create automatic '
levers of trade. The Soviet response was that pricing in the Soviet Union
is a matter of policy and, moreover, such a linking would involve the Soviet !

Union in world inflation.

9. There was agreement that the world inflation has significance for |
the Soviet Union, both in the prices it pays for imports and the prices it
receives for export. There was no agreement, however, on the part of the
various Soviet economists as to whether, on balance, the Soviet Union had

benefited or lost. The USSR, trhey maintained, as part of the single world

economy, can have no interest in promoting its bad health, although little
interest was elicited in proposals for cooperation on improving it, such
as absorbing petro~dollars. It was pointed out that this latter issue

could become a problem for the CMEA countries.

10. The U.S. economists were asked for their views on the nature and
trends of the U,S. inflation, The Soviets felt that they could adequately
protect themselves by appropriately stipulating contracts, On inflation in
the USSR, they felt external inflation could be absorbed by the state budget,
that basic commodity prices would be kept low as a matter of policy and

hopefully would cover costs through rising productivity, while it was felt

N e b A 1 Ao e Al et

prices for services are too low and should be adjusted upward. They also

felt that the use of world prices in CMEA trade would have to be abandoned

in favor of a new set of prices.
13
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11. The Soviet economists were not responsive concerning econometric

modeling. They stated that their interests ran to long-rumn forecasts and

that their knowledge of econometrics and of their own economy was wminimal.

| 12, Because many of the points made by the Soviet participants were

| of the "you really should not" variety, the U.S. economists emphasized that
the roles of the researchers in the two countries were different., The U.S.
economist did not advise on policy, but rather considered the issues to be

i weighed in making the policy decision.
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IV AGREEMENTS REGARDING THE CONTINUATION OF THE DIALOGUE

A. Plans for the Third Joint Symposium

At the conclusion of the second joint symposium it was agreed
in principle that a third joint symposium should be scheduled for
SRI-Menlo Park in mid-~1975. Following the post-symposium briefings
in Washington, D.C., those governmental personnel concerned with
monitoring the research dialogue concurred that SRI should proceed

vith plans for the third symposium, The following was also agreed:

1., Continuation of the dialogue would be dependent on
SRI's ability to maintain the duality of the discussion

areas, i.e., strategic/political and economic.

2. A more open discussion agenda than was used in the
second symposium would be more effective in furthering
the dialogue.

3, More time should be spent in panel discussions as a

means of enhancing the dialogue,

These comments have been taken into consideration in the design. of

the third symposium.

Duving a November 1974 visit to Washington by Dxr. Margarita
M. Maximova, a tentative ontline of the discussion areas was
devised. The specific agenda will be confirmed during a mid-

April coordination meeting scheduled for Moscow.

The dates for the third symposium are June 9 through 13, 1975.
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